GAC Secretariat
Notes of Board-GAC Teleconference 20 July 2016
Notes of teleconference between the ICANN Board and the Governmental Advisory Committee
(GAC) held on Wednesday 20 July 2016 1300-1430 UTC.
A recording of the call is on the GAC website can be found here.
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Purpose of the call
The GAC and ICANN Chairs noted that:






This is a trial of a new meeting (not replacing other GAC-Board discussions).
It is an opportunity to explain and clarify the most recent GAC Communiqué for the benefit
of both the Board and GAC.
The Board is still in the first stages of ensuring that they fully understand the advice to the
Board contained in the Communiqué. They will then proceed to assess whether or not to
accept the advice, including consideration of feasibility and costs; how to implement the
advice; and ensuring there is agreement that it has been implemented properly.
ICANN staff had prepared a number of suggested questions for the Board to put to the
GAC.

Issues in the GAC Helsinki Communiqué
Red Cross Red Crescent Protections (not advice to Board but included in Communiqué)
There was a brief discussion when some of the Board met with GNSO Council in Helsinki. The
possibility has ben raised of carving out this issue from others that may take more time. The Board
will respond to the recent letter from the GNSO on this issue and the response “will be swift.”
Future gTLDs Policies & Procedures







Some Board members are unclear on what specific measures the Board is being asked to
take other than what is happening currently. For example, the Competition, Consumer Trust
and Consumer Choice Review could be seen as addressing the need for a full analysis of
costs and benefits of the current round.
Other Board members said they did not disagree with the principles contained in the GAC
advice but they could be seen as motherhood statements that are not possible to
implement in a meaningful way.
A question from ICANN staff, through the Board, asked if GAC believes it is the Board’s role
to manage the timelines of all the communities’ work streams?
GAC members noted that there is a long history of advice based on principles rather t han
detailed implementation (for example, GAC Principles on New gTLDs); that it can be
argued that current reviews do not address the basic issue of whether new gTLDs are
necessary or desirable; and that governments are simply trying to ensure that public policy
considerations are given due weight.

Privacy & Proxy Services Accreditation Issues



GAC members noted that this advice focuses on participation in the implementation phase
and does not provide the Board with advice that conflicts with the PDP recommendations.
Board members stressed the importance of GAC early engagement – including by
individual GAC members – in PDPs. GAC members suggested that this is increasingly
happening through joint work on procedures between the GNSO and the GAC.

2-Letter Country Codes at the Second Level




Board members asked what GAC expectations are of contracted parties, for example
some sort of formal agreement between such parties and governments. It was noted that
GAC has not discussed this level of detail, but could respond to a request from the Board if
necessary.
GAC members stated that the intention of the advice (not just in the Helsinki Communiqué,
but in previous Communiqués dealing with these issue) is to enable those governments who
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want a say in the use of their codes at the second level to be able to do so, while
recognising that many governments do not want such a role.
Board members asked why not simply advise that a government should have a right of veto
if they wish. GAC members noted that they understood that such a right of veto is not
available under current contractual arrangements, that some codes have already been
released, and that not all GAC members would necessarily support such specific advice.

3-Letter Country Codes at the Top Level





Board members noted that there are several 3-letter codes in use at the second level. GAC
members made clear that this advice relates to 3-letter country codes at the top level.
Board members suggested that new gTLD applicants could claim that continuing
restrictions could put them at a disadvantage vis a vis legacy TLDs. GAC members noted in
response that only one ISO 3166-1 3-letter country code is being used at the top level at
present (.com, which is also the code for Comoros)
The request in the rationale for “time and sincere engagement” was explained by the GAC
Chair as relating to sufficient time for proper analysis rather than a specific timeframe.

Protection of IGO Names & Acronyms


Discussions on this issue in Helsinki between Board members, GAC and IGO representatives
and the GNSO were noted. The OECD stated that IGOs are available for further
consultation if necessary.

Board-GAC Relationship









Board and GAC members exchanged views about their respective roles and some differing
perceptions.
The GAC Chair and several GAC members noted that the GAC’s only formal role under the
Bylaws is to advise the Board on public policy aspects of ICANN work, and that the Board
has ultimate responsibility for policy decisions, including where there are conflicting views
from GAC and a Supporting Organisation; and also for implementation, which is primarily
an issue between the Board and staff, rather than the GAC.
The Board Chair and several Board members suggested that formal ICANN structures (such
as the Bylaws) do not preclude common-sense approaches to try to find policy outcomes
that meet all stakeholder concerns. Expertise lies with the PDP members, and no one
stakeholder can have a power of veto, as that is contrary to the multistakeholder model.
This is why continued dialogue is sometimes preferable to the Board making a quick
decision as if the issues are black and white when they are not.
Some Board members said it would be helpful to make clear in meetings such as this
whether GAC members are speaking as individuals, national representatives or on behalf of
the GAC.
It was noted that for many smaller countries, their only participation in any part of the
ICANN community is through their representatives in the GAC.

Concluding Remarks from Chairs
The Chairs agreed that the discussion had been substantive and helpful in clarifying the respective
views of the GAC and the Board, and avoiding misunderstandings. The Board will give further
consideration to the advice contained in the Helsinki Communiqué.
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